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The Honorable Scott Pruitt 
Administrator 
U.S . Environmental Protection Agency 
1200 Pennsylvania A venue, NW 
Washington, DC 20460 

Dear Administrator Pruitt: 

ilnitcd ~rates ~rnJtc 
COMMITIEE: ON ENVIROI'IMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS 

WASHI•JGTO'Il ()C 20~ 10 6 7& 

March 3 l, 20 I 7 

l write with concern regarding EPA's sudden rcversalr of its proposed decisiom to ban 
the remaining uses of chlorpyri fos. Chlorpyrifos is a pesticide used on many food crops as well 

as on non-agricultural sites su<.:h as golf courses. It has been linked to neurological damage and 

other adverse health impacts. EPA· s March 29 decision did not present any new scientific or 

legal analysis on which to base its reversal. Instead the decision states that "further evaluation of 
the science . .. is warranted to achieve greater certainty as to whether the potential exists for 

adverse ncurodevelopmental effects to occur from current human exposures to chlorpyrifos,'' and 

says the EPA will complete this additional evaluation by 2022. ln fact, the opposite conclusion 

follows from a plain reading of the re levant law: since the Agency did not provide any new 

analysis to refute its existing scientific conclusion that the pesticide can't be used on food w1th a 

··reasonable certainty of no harm" to people who ingest it, the statute requires EPA to ban such 
use, not allow it to continue. 

Ch lorpyrifos, an organophosphate pesticide that has been in use since 1965 and was 

derived using World War II era nerve agent research, has long been of concern to EPA. In 2000, 

EPA revoked permission to include it in most products used by homeowners because or evidence 

that showed it caused acute symptoms such as nausea and dizziness, especially in childrcn.3 
EPA also dist:ontinucd its use on tomatoes and restricted its use on apples and grapes in 2000, 
and subsequently restricted its use on other crops and around public spaecs4. 

In 2007. the Pesticide Action Network North America (PANNA) and the Natural 
Resources Defense Council (NRDC) petitioned EPA to ban all remaining food uses of 

ch lorpyrifos based on concerns that prenatal exposures were causing brain damage. Ultimately 
PANNA and NRDC tiled suit when EPA failed to act in a timely manner. On August 10,2015, 
the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit issued an order directing EPA to respond to the 
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groups' petition by October 31, 2015. On that date, EPA proposeds to ban all remaining uses of 

the chemical, citing peer-reviewed toxicological, animal and epidemiological studies as well as 

EPA's own modeling. One study reviewed by EPA6 was performed by Columbia University 

scientists. The Columbia study compared the neurodevelopment of children born to mothers 

who were exposed to chlorpyrifos before indoor uses of the chemical were banned to that of 

children who were not exposed to it in utero. This study found that "even low to moderate levels 

of exposure to the insecticide chlorpyrifos during pregnancy may lead to long-term, potentially 

irreversible changes in the brain structure of the child." 

The EPA then spent an additional year under a March 31, 2016 court-ordered deadline to 

finalize action on the petition, incorporating comments on and further review of its 2015 

proposal, including feedback received from its own Scientitic Advisory Panel which had 

recommended a change to EPA's methodology. EPA's revised analysis, which was published in 

November 20167, concluded that "chlorpyrifos on most individual food crops exceed the 

"reasonable certainty of no harm" safety standard under the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 

Act (FFDCA). In addition, the majority of estimated drinking water exposures from currently 

registered uses, including water exposures from non-food uses, continue to exceed safe levels 

even taking into account more refined drinking water exposures." 

On Wednesday, EPA announced that it has reversed its earlier scientific and legal finding 

that chlorpyrifos was unsate and should be banned, instead acting to deny the petition for the ban 

and stating that it would resolve the matter by 2022. I'm troubled by EPA's apparent dismissal 

of the extensive analysis undertaken previously by EPA scientists without providing any new 

scientific analysis to support this decision. The previous finding to ban chlorpyrifos was based 

on extensive data, models and research developed by industry, government and academic 

scientists. Absent such justification, this decision to lift the proposed ban could undermine the 

trust the public has in the agency to keep its food, water and air safe. That is particularly true 

since a clear and compelling scicntitic and legal basis for reversing the decision is absent from 

the materials EPA released on Wednesday as well as from the Agency's extensive public record. 

So that I can review the basis for the decision, I ask that by close of business on Friday 

April 28, 2017, you provide me with a copy of all documents (including but not limited to 

emails, legal and other memoranda, drafts of legal or regulatory decisions or orders, white 

papers, scientific references, letters, telephone logs, meeting minutes and calendars, slides and 

presentations) sent or received by EPA (including documents sent or received by members of 

EPA's beach-head and transition teams) since November 9, 2016 that are related to EPA's 

response to the PANNA!NRDC petition to ban all remaining uses of chlorpyrifos. 
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Thank you very much for your attention to this important matter. If you have any 
questions or concerns, please have your staff contact Michal Freedhoff of my staff at 202-224-
8832. 

With best personal regards, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 

Tom Carper 
Ranking Member 
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The Honorable Scott Pruit t 
Administrator 
The Environmental Protection Agency 
1200 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W. 
washington, D.C. 20004 

Dear Mr. Administrator: 

~tuih'b ~hth~s ffit~nat~ 
COMMITIEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 

WASHINGTON DC 2051~6025 
.,np ttppr:>pnati<Jils.ser diC gov 

June 29, 2017 

On March 29, you signed an order denying a petition that sought to revoke food tolerances for 
chlorpyrifos, a pesticide linked to neurodevelopmental disorders in children and acute poisonings of 
farm workers. Chlorpyrifos has long been of concern to EPA. Residential uses of chlorpyrifos ended in 
2000 after EPA found unsafe exposures to children. EPA also discontinued use of chlorpyrifos on 
tomatoes and rest ricted its use on apples and grapes in 2000, and obtained no-spray buffers around 
schools, homes, playfields, day cares, hospitals, and other public places, ranging from 10 to 100 feet. 

In 2015, EPA proposed to ban all chlorpyrifos food tolerances, based on unsafe drinking water 
contamination, which would end use of chlorpyrifos on food in the United States. After updating the risk 
assessment for chlorpyri fos in November 2016 to protect against prenatal exposures associated with 
brain impacts, EPA found that expected residues from use on food crops exceeded the safety standard, 
and additional ly the majority of estimated drinking water exposures from currently allowed uses of 
chlorpyrifos also exceeded acceptable levels, reinforcing the need to revoke all food tolerances for the 
pesticide. 

During our hearing to review the Fiscal Year 2018 budget request for the Environmental 
Protection Agency, you repeated ly said that you would make a decision on whether or not to regulate 
chlorpyrifos by October 1st of this year. The EPA website, however, states that EPA "will continue to 
review the science addressing neurodevelopmental effects and complete our assessment by October 1, 
2022." In 1996, Congress unanimously passed the Food Quality Protection Act (FQPA). which directs the 
EPA to ensure with "reasonable certainty" that "no harm" will result from food, drinking water, and 
other exposures to a pest icide. If EPA cannot make this safety f inding. it must prohibit residues and use 
of the pesticide on food. Therefore, EPA should not wait until October 2022, or even October 2017, to 
revoke food tolerances of chlorpyrifos if there is scientific evidence that shows concerns exist. Delay will 
only result in addit ional and unnecessary exposures by farm workers and children who continue to have 
chlorpyrifos experimented on them while the rest of the scientific community has determined there is 
reasonable cause for danger. 



As such, please provide to the Subcommittee the scientific information presented to you that 
resulted in your decision to reject the petition to revoke food tolerances of chlorpyrifos. Please also 
provide the letter from the U.S. Department of Agriculture that you referenced, along with an 
explanation of why you found their scientific analysis more robust than that of EPA's. 

Tom Udall 
Ranking Member 
Subcommittee on the Interior, Environment, 
and Related Agencies 
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The Honorable Scott Pruitt 
Administrator 
Environmental Protection Agency 
1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW 
Washington, DC 20004 

Dear Administrator Pruitt: 

<llnitcd ~tatrs ~rnatr 
COMMITIEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS 

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-6175 

June 20, 2017 

Thank you for the EPA's June 9, 2017 response to my March 31, 2017letter regarding 
the agency's unexpected reversal of a decision to ban the remaining uses of chlorpyrifos. 

Unfortunately, your letter did not provide a response to. my specific requests for 
documents and more information, only provided a brief time line of events, and merely included a 
referral to the already-public Registration Review Docket. 

I ask you again to respond in full. 

Please find the referenced letter attached again below. If you have further questions, 
please feel free to contact Michal Freedhoff at the Committee on Environment and Public Works 
at (202) 224-8832. 

With best personal regards, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 

do~ 
Tom Carper 

Ranking Member 

cc: Wendy Cleland-Hamnett, Acting Assistant Administrator, EPA 
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The Hoiton\ble Scott Pruitt 
Administrator 
U.S. Environmental·Protection Agency 
120Q Pennsylvania A venu!!, N:W 
Washington,DC 2Q4.60 

Dear Administrator Pruitt: 

'ltlnitrd ~tatrs $5cnatr 
COMMITIEE ON:ENVIRONMENT ANf:H'lJBLlC WO)=lKS 

WASHINGTON, OC 2Il51o-617!'l 

MarchJl, 2017 

I write with concehi regarding EPA's sudaen reversah of,its'proposcd decisiom.to ban 
the reinaining·uscs 6f chlbrpyrifos. Chlorpyrifos is a_ pesticide used on'many food crops as well 
as on.non-agrlcultural sites such.as golf c~urses. It'has been link~q to. neurological damage and 
ether adverse health impa~ts. EPA~~ March ~9 peqi~ipn did _ngfpre~eJlt a~y r:tew scientific or 
legal analysis on which to ba~e.-its jeVersal. Instead the decision states that "further evaluation of 
the science.,. is warranted to achievtfgreaterce(tainty"as· to wliether the potential exists for 
adverse nei.lrode\felopmental·effects·to-occur from:current human exposures to chlorpyrifos," and 
says the EPA wili completec.this additional evaluation by 21)11. In fact, the opposite ~onelusion 
follows .from a plain reading -of the releV,ant law: ,since the- Agency did not proxide -any new 
analysis to refute its existing scientific conclusion that the pesticide. can't -be used on food with a 
"reasonable ,c:;ertainty of: no h~~· tp peopJ~ who ·inge1)t it, .the' statute ieqtiires EPA to. ban such 
use, not aU ow it to continue. 

Ghlorpyrifos, art organophosphate pesticide that has been in use sihc(d 965 and was 
derived using World War II era Iiei':ve agent research, has long been of concern to EPA. In'2'000, 
EPA revoked permission to include it in_ most products used by homeowners because of evidence 
that,showed it caused acute symptoms. such as nausea- and dizziness, especially in children.3 
EPA also discontinued its use on tomatoes and restricted its use oq apples ~d grapes in 2,000~ 
and subsequently restricted its use on'o-thercrpps and !i,rQ~J,rid public spaces4. 

In 2007, the Pesti9id_e Action NetworkNorth America (PANNA) and the· Natural 
Resources Defense Co_uncil (NRDC) petitioned EPA to ban all _'remaining food uses of 
chlorpyrifos based.on concerns that,prenatal exposures were~.causing brain damage. Ultimately 
PANNA and NRDC filed suit when EPA failed to act-in,a timely manner. On A~gust 10,2015, 
the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth CircUit .issued an order directing EPA to respond to the 

1 !:tllt:!§:r/ww\v .epa:uo'vtsitcs/produclirin/files/201 7-
03.'doc[uncnrs/chlol:pvrifos3b order den):iil}J. pafuia a~etitition to' revoke tolermic'es.llfi[ 
2 hUps://\vwwJ.cpa._gbv/pe~tlcidcs/PrePitb'iic'ail6i1Ci>n\ 16P:0280 20 I 6-ll'-lO.pdf last accessed on March 29, 2017 
3 http:/ tw \1iw.nyti n'i~s:corhn 000/06i09!us!epa'-citing-risks-t6-ch ildren-s i !!rts-i1ccord-t o-1 i mit-i nsccticide. hun I 
4 https://www.cpu:goviingredicnt!Htsed-peslicide-p·t'odiltts1chlorrvrifos · 



groups' petition. by October.11, 2Ql5: On that da,te, EPA proposeds- to ban:all-r~maininguses pf 
the chemical, citing:peer.;reviewed.toxieological, animal and epidemiological studies··a.S well as 
EPA's own modeling. One study re.viewed by E~A6 was perfon;ned by Cplumbhi: Uriiversicy 
scientisjs. The CollJmbia study-.compared the n~urodev~lopmertf.of children born to mothers 
who were exposed tq chlqrpyrif<?s b.efore·jnqoor. uses;.Qf tpe chemic~l were l:?anned to· that of 
children who were not exposed to it in ut~ro. This-study fotind.that "even low to -moderate levels 
of exposure· to the ihsecucide chlorpyrifos during pregnancy inay lead to-long4etm,. potentially 
irreversible changes in the brain-structure o'f'the child." · 

The EPA then spent an additional year under a March. 31, 2016 court.;_ordered deadline to 
finalize action on the petition, incorporating comments on and fiJrtht!r review of its 2Q15 
proposal, including feedback receiveq fi:.omits-own Scientific_Advisqry Pane[ w4iCh ~ad 
recommended a·change.to EPA's (nethodology. EPA's reviSed.arialysis~ which was-published in 
November 20167, conclude<;! th~t "chlo:tpyrifos o.n most individual food crops exceed the 
"reasonable certainty of no hann"--~afety standard· under the Federal Food, Drug, and. Cosmetic 
Act (FFDCA). In addition, the ·maJority of'estimated drinking water exposures from currently 
registered uses, including water exposu~es from non-food uses, co.ntinue to exce~d s~felev~ls 
even taking into account.more.refined qJjnkil}g wa.ter e}{posures." 

On Wednesday, EPA announce.<;! that it has .1;evers.ed i,ts earlier SGientific and leg&! finding 
thatchlorpyrifos was u1;1saf~·and should pe. bann~d,inste~d acting, to deny the petition: for the ban 
and statin,g that it would re5olve the:matter byZ022·. I'tn troubled by EPA~sapparent ct'ismissal 
of the extensive analysis undertaken previously by EPA scient1sts without .providing any· new 
scientific analysis to support tl1is decision. The previous finding to.ban chlorpyrifos was based 
on extensive data,. models.and research developed by industry, govemment,an~Laca,demic 
scientists. Absent such justification, this .. decision to lift.the pr-oposed ban. could undermine the 
trust the public ,has in the agency to ~eep 'its food; water· and ait safe. That is .parti'cularly true 
since a clear and compelling sCientific ahd legal basis for reversing the dedsion is absent from 
the materials EPA release<;! on Wednesday aS well as from the Agency;s extensive .. publicrecord. 

So that I can revie\\f the basis for the decision; I.ask that by· close-ot,business on Friday 
April 28,-2017, you provide rrie with.a.copy of ali documents '(inclucHng but not Hmited to 
emails; legaLand other memoranda, drafts oflegal ouegulatory'decisions .or orders, white 
papers, scientific references, letters, telephone logs, meeting minu~es and calendars, slides and 
presentations) sent or received by EPA (including.documents sent or re.ceived Qymembers of 
EPA's beacli-head.and ttansition te~111sf~ince 'N<?venibe1;'9,2016 tha~ ate related to EPA's 
response to the PANNA/NRDC petitiop to ban all remaining uses-of chlorpyrifos. 

s Jillns://ww\v. fedcrall}!_gJ.stcr.govldocun1cnts/20 15/ 11/06!1() 15,.28083/ch lotpvdfos-lolcnitkc-tcvocalions 
6 hup:r.i ccceh.or!!./ncw s/ll_pii 1-30-20 12-prenaia 1-cxposurc~io-the- in sed icidc-ch lotj>vri los-I inkcd-to-altcrations-in­
bniin-structure-n!lr,i~-m~o i~io.o 
1 https://www3.epa.uov/pcsticides!Pi·ci>iJblicatibnCopv 16P-0280 20·16-11-IO:pdf'last acccssed'ori-.March 29, 2017 
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Tha.IJk yo).l very inu~h fon:O).l):" att~ntion to-thjsimportantmatte:r. lf you.have:any 
q1.1estion$ or concetns~.please have y()ur,staffcoi)tac~·M\~hal Freedboff.ofmy staff:at 202-224-
8832. 

With best personal regards1 I am, 

Sincerely yours, 

Tom :Carper 
Ranking Me;mber 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

The Honorable Thomas R. Carper 
Ranking Member 

JUN 0 9 2017 

Committee on Environment and Public Works 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Carper: 

OFFICE OF CHEMICAL SAFETY 
AND POLLUTION PREVENTION 

Thank you for the letter of March 31 , 2017, to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
regarding chlorpyrifos. 

As you may know, the previous administration priori tized the registration review of the 
organophosphates (OPs), starting with the question of their neurodevelopmental toxicity. This issue is at 
the cutting edge of science, involving significant uncertainties. On three separate occasions, the EPA 
sought advice from the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA) Scientific 
Advisory Panel (SAP) on how to evaluate epidemiologic data that explore the possible connection 
between in utero and early childhood exposure to chlorpyrifos and adverse neurodevelopmental effects. 
The SAP's reports have rendered numerous recommendations fo r additional study and sometimes 
conflicting advice for how the EPA should consider the epidemiology data in conducting the EPA's 
registration rev iew human health risk assessment for chlorpyrifos. What is clear from the panel reports, 
is that the science on possible neurodevelopmental effects is far from resolved and would benefit from 
additional evaluation. All registered pesticides must be evaluated, by EPA, through the Congressionally 
mandated registration review process. The EPA is committed to resolving these questions through that 
process. 

Currently, chlorpyrifos remains registered as the registration review continues. Congress has 
provided that the EPA must complete registration review by October 1, 2022. 

Documents responsive to your request are available at www.regulations.gov: 

• Registration Review Docket EPA-HQ-OPP-2008-0850; 

• Tolerance Rulemaking Docket EPA-HQ-OPP-2015-0653 ; and 

• Petition Docket EPA-HQ-OPP-2007-1005. 

Internet Address (URL) • http //www.epa gov 
Recycled/Recyclable • Pnnled w1th Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Poslconsumer. Process Chlorine Free Recycled Paper 



Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me, or your staff 

may contact Sven-Erik Kaiser in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at 

kaiser. sven-erik@epa.gov or (202) 566-2753. 

Sincerely, 

Wendy Cleland-Hamnett 
Acting Assistant Administrator 


